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= | REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner noted that claims 1-11 are pending in 



rejected. All of the claims continue 
;the Applicant respectfully submits that 



the application and that claims 1-1 1 stand 
unamended by this response. 

In view of the following discussion, 
none of the claims now pending in tin© application are obvious under the 
provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 103. Thus 
claims are now in allowable form. 



the Applicant believes that all of these 



Rejections 

A. 35 U,S.C.§ 103(a) 



The Examiner rejected claims! 1-5 and 10-1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Watanabe^ al. f r (U.S. Patent 5,309,001 , hereinafter 

I • 

"Watanabe"). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner alleges that Wftanabe discloses a network Fig. 12a for 
distributing a power signal in an optoelectronic circuit 350 comprising a plurality 
of electrically conductive pathways forming at least one level, wherein the 
portions of the conductive pathways ate interconnected; a plurality of segments 
353a-353b forming each level, whereto each segment of the level is equal in 
length; means for coupling 347/352 the power signal from a primary input to a 
point at the center of a first level; temriinai nodes 359a-b coupled at the 
extremities of a last level for supplying the power signal to devices that form at 

least a portion of the optoelectronic pircuit 350; and wherein the number of 

1 1 i 

segments connecting the primary iripiftto each of the terminal nodes is equal. 

The Examiner correctly concedes jthat Watanabe fails to teach that the 
network is used for supplying power! signal to a plurality of devices. As such, the 
Examiner alleges that it has been held that a recitation with respect to the 
manner in which a claim d apparatus is intended to be employed does not 
differentiate the claimed apparatus, from a prior art apparatus satisfying the 
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claimed structural limitations. The Applicant respectfully disagrees with the 

1 i • i 

Examiner's contention that the apparatus jpf Wstanabe satisfies the claimed 
structural limitations of the Applicant's jinvention 

Watanabe teaches a surface eljsctrpde on the surface of an LED, wherein 
the surface electrode and the semiconductor layer are in electrical contact with 
each other at ends of the highest-ore eY branches. (See Watanabe, ABSTRACT). 
In support of its invention Watanabe. 



©009 



teaches: 



"At the ends of the sixth-order ijirariches S58a and 358b, there are 
provided contact portions 359a and 3j59b for making ohmic contact 
with the underlying semiconductor layer 351. Meanwhile, the rest of 
the surface electrode 347 other than the] contact portions 359a and 359b 
is in a state in which a Schottijcy banier are yielded on the surface of the 
semiconductor layer 351 ." (See Watanabe, col. 16, lines 1-7). (emphasis 
added). i; j 

"Further, since the end portions of the sixth-order (highest-order) branches 
358a and 358b and the semiconductor layer 351 are put into successful 
ohmic contact with each othef through tljie contact portions 359a and 359b 
while the rest other than the efld portions and the semiconductor layer 351 
are brought into a state in which the current is suppressed from flowing by 
the Schottky barrier (i.e. a stale in which current will not flow unless a 
certain high level of voltage is applied), fae current can be injected only at 
the end portions of the surfacbielectrode 351 . Accordingly, the light easily 
goes out of the LED, which lejads to further improved external quantum 
efficiency." (See Watanabe. col. 16, lines 38-50). 

i ■ ! 

i 1 

The structure of the invention of Watana'be, as taught, includes contact 
portions in the highest-order branches for making ohmic contact with the 
underlying semiconductor layer. Watknabe fails though, to teach or suggest at 
least the Invention of the Applicant's claini 1 as| follows: 

' I ! . 
I 1 ! 

"A network for distributing a power signal in an optoelectronic 
circuit, said network comprising: ! ; I 

a plurality of electrically ! conductiye pathways forming at least one 
I vel, wherein portions of said conductivje pathways are interconnected; 

a plurality of segment^ forming ekch level, wherein ach segment 
of a level is equal in I ngth; 
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means for coupling said 



power signal from a primary input to a 
point at the center of a first level; 1 

terminal nodes coupled atithe extremities of a last level for 
supplying said power signal to ajjlurality of devices that form at 
least a portion of said optoelectronic circuit; and 

wherein the number of (segments' connecting said primary input to 
each of said terminal nodes is! €»quaj." (emphasis' added). 

In contrast, the Applicant's invsehtion is directed at least in part to a power 



distribution network having very diffi 
present invention, the Applicant disci 



Qoio 



nt sbuctiral limitations. In support of the 



ses:i 



Terminal nodes are coupled to the endpoints of the last level of the 
H-tree. In this manner a conductive pathway Is formed form the primary 
input to each terminal node, Jith portion? of each conductive pathway 
being shared between two orjnjore jterminal nodes." (See Specification, 
page 7, lines 13-16). \\ ,j I 

The first level is coupljed toithe primary input, at the center of the 
two horizontal segments of trJe H pattenj. The conductive pathways 
distribute a power signal to terniinai norfes 16 (represented by circles and 
as further indicated in the upper right hand quadrant for a portion of the 
terminal nodes of FIG. 3) on ylLSI ichip 20, wherein the distance from the 
primary input to each terminal nod^ 16 is equal. ; In this illustrative 
example, each terminal node|l6 represents a VCSEL and its associated 
driver." (See Specification, pa||e 6] lines 22-29); (emphasis added). 

"In operation of the present .invention, the effect of voltage drops 
due to power supply line resistance are reduced; when DC power is 
distributed to the terminal nocJes ofjon optoelectronic circuit, namely the 
VCSELs In an array of VCSEU of an OE-VLSI chip, with the H-tree power 
distribution network. Since tnej lengths of the conductive pathways to 
each terminal node are equa , there is greater uniformity of the voltage 



and current provided to each 
lines 3-8) 



terminal node." (See Specification, page 8, 

I 



It is evident from the Applicant!? disclosure, thatjthe Applicant's invention 

Ml' 

is directed at least in part to a pow^r distnbutiqn network for providing uniform 

i terminal node. As such, it is clear 
iinvegtion are not in ohmic contact with 
\ is incapabl of providing uniform 



power to external devices connected, to each 
that the terminal nodes of th Applicant's iii 
an underlying layer. The invention bfWatanaEbe i 
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terminal node because the surface electrode 



power to devices connected to each 

and the semiconductor layer are in electrical contact with each other at ends of 
the highest-order branches. The Appljcarjt respectfully submits that at least the 
structural differences between the higljiest-order branches of the Applicant's 
invention and the highest-order branjclies tof this- invention of Watanabe make the 
Applicant's invention patentable ove-tjhe invention of Watanabe. The Applicant 
further submits that the structural co ifpuijation!of the Applicant's highest-order 
branches are not obvious in view of the indention of Watanabe. The Applicant's 
invention and the invention of Water abe are dii ected to; two different devices 
having different structural limitations used jfor solving different problems. There is 
absolutely no teaching or suggestion jn Watanabe for the Applicants invention at 
least with respect to claim 1 and specifically fop the structural limitations of the 



terminal nodes of the Applicant's Invention 



I 



As such. 



1, the Applicant respectfully subnets that Watanabe does not teach 
or suggest the Applicant's claim 1 . specifically the Applicant submits that the 
structural limitations of at least the Applicant's claim 1 are not taught or 
suggested by Watanabe. Therefore, jhe Applicant submits that independent 
claim 1, as It now stands, fully satisfiejs trie requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 103 and 
Is patentable thereunder. 



as described above. 



Likewise, independent claim 10 recites similar relevant features as recited 
in claim 1. As such, and for at least 1 the reasons stated' herein, the Applicant 



submits that Watanabe does not teach .or 



suggest independent claim 10, and that 



independent claim 10 as it now stands, ajso fii 

I i 



ly satisfies the requirements of 35 



U.S.C. § 103 and is patentable thereiirider. £ven further, the Applicant 

respectfully submits, that even if the structural limitations of the Applicant's 

invention and the invention of Watanabe |werekhe same (which the Applicant 

submits that they are not), the inventive method of claim 10 would not 

i ' \\ •! 1 
unpatentable because of the similarity of the structures. 

Furthermore, dep ndent claijns 2 T 5 and 1 1 depend directly from 

independent claims 1 and 10 and recite additional limitations therefore. As such 
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and for at least the reasons set forth above, the Applicant submits that none of 
these claims are obvious with respect to tjjie teachings of Watanabe. Therefore, 
the Applicant submits that ail these dependent claims also fully satisfy the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 103 and are patentable thereunder. 

The Applicant reserves the right to lestatjlish the patentability of each of 
the claims individually in subsequent prosecution. 



B. 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 6-9 inderj35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Watanabe as applied tc» claijns 1-5 and 10-11 above, and 
further in view of Olbright et al., (U.S. 3 a^nt 5,266,794, hereinafter "Olbright")/ 
Schneider et al., (U.S. Patent 5,351 ,256, iierei5iafter "Schneider") and Lebby et 
al., (U.S. Patent 5,337,397, hereinafter :"liebbyl). The rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 



Claim 6 

Claim 6 depends directly from 



disagrees. 



thereof. The Examiner applied WatanabS to cfaim 6 as described above for the 
Examiner's rejection of claim 1 . The Examiner, alleges that Watanabe teaches all 



ndependent claim 1 and recites limitations 



integrated circuits are VCSELs; instead 

i 



of the stated limitations except for the 

Watanabe teach the integrated circuits ainfe LEDs. The Applicant respectfully 



power signal to a plurality of devices 
optoelectronic circuit." 
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integrated circuits are VCSELs as clairnejd in claim 6 of the Applicant's invention. 

In addition and as described a 5ov!e, thelteachings of Watanabe do not 
suggest or describe at least the Applicants' invention at least with regard to claim 
1 for "terminal nodes coupled at the e xtre nities of a last level for supplying said 



hat 



orm;at least a portion of said 
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teach, suggest, or describe the Invention, 
claim 1. Neither Olbright, Schneider, ncjr|l. 
nodes coupled at the ex tremities of a last! ' 



plurality of devices thatf ™m, aft fastis' portioriiof said optoelectronic circuit 



i i 

ijt, Schneider, or Lebby, alone, do not 
the|^pplicant, at least with regard to 



combine the teachings of Watanabe and 
Lebby. , | 



For prior art reference to be combined td render obvious a subsequent 



(2)013 



r 1 

ebbyf, teach or suggest "terminal 
ovel for supolvino said power signal to 



The Applicant further submits thai [there is no suggestion or motivation to 



teachings of Olbright, Schneider, or 



i I-! 

invention under 35 U.S.C. § 103, there rnust be 

whole which suggests the desirability,! aWd thus 

; i n I ■: 

combination. Uniroval v. Rudkin-Wilev . SjU.S.F? 

• i ' ! 'I j \ 

1 988). The teachings of the reference^ csinj be 
suggestion or incentive in the prior art-tojdojsd; 

1599 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Hindsight is strictly forbidden. It is impermissible to use 
the claims as a framework to pick and choose £mong individual references to 



recreate the claimed invention Jd. at 1.600 
Garlock. Inc. . 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 312 (Fdd 

— r 



Moreover, the mere fact that a jpripir art structure could be modified to 



< i: 



produce the claimed invention would noti 

■ I I 

unless the prior art suggested the desirjabi 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1780, 1783 (Fed: Cir. 1992^ 
(Fed. Cir. 1984); ! ,j 

The Applicant further submits thai 



something in the prior art as a 
the obviousness, of making the 
SQ.2d 1434, 1438 (Fed. Cir. 
combined only if there is some 
In re Fine. 5 U.S.P.SQ.2d 1596, 



W.L. Gore Associates. Inc.. v. 



bin 



1983). 



lave jmade the modification obvious 

! 

lity df the modification. In re Fritch . 23 
f| fe Gordon. 221 U.S.P.Q. 1125, 1127 



even;. 



if there was a motivation or 
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suggestion to combine the references (vJrHich tine Applicant believes that there is 
none), the teachings of Olbright, SchneMer; and Lebby, either alone or in any 
allowable combination, fail to bridge thelsubstantial gap between the Applicants 

I i| 

invention, and the teachings of Watanabe. 

The Examin r further alleges that jr : is wjell known in th laser art that one 
may use either laser source (e.g. LED pj- yCSEL) as a matter of obvious d sign 
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choice, see Olbright col. 8. lines 65-68/Sf hnek^r col. 1. lines 14-16/Lebby col. 3, 
lines 17-27. The Applicant respectfully di^agre?!S. 



© 014 



The suggestion by the Examiner jtf^ tthej 



Interchangeable with the function of a VSBEL if i no way renders obvious a 
network for distributing a power signal wfjerein| "terminal no<tes noupled at the 
extremities of a last level for supplying sJd power signal to a plurality of devices 



that form at least a portion of said optoelectronic circuit" as claimed in the 



function of an LED is 



Applicants claim 1 . in light of a surface telectrode on the surface of a LED, 
wherein the surface electrode and the stejiniconjductor layer are In electrical 

L' : l ' 'I 

contact with each other at ends of the higJ-esWjrder branches, as disclosed in 
Watanabe. It is true that an LED may bel'l nterchangeable with a VCSEL in some 
applications when using said devices as r ijhts sources, but the powering 



requirements or powering methods for ari 

ail As stated above, the Applicant's invention Is, at least in part, directed to 

, CT _ r , - . . y CSEjls, that benefit in operation when 

receiving a uniform bias voltage amongj tiie; plurality of devices. As such, to 
allege that one may use either a laser source (kg. LED or VCSEL) as a matter of 
obvious design choice in this capacity (lie. powjjering requirements) would be an 
incorrect statement or analogy. 

As such, and at least for the reason thaij neither Olbright, Schneider, nor 
Lebby, alone or in any combination with' Watanabe, do not teach suggest, or 



describe the Applicants' invention with 



respectfully submit that dependent clain^ 
Watanabe in view of Olbright, Schneider; 



_ED;jand a VCSEL are not similar at 



regard to claim 1 , the Applicants 



III! ' 

Therefore, the Applicant submits; thai claim 6 as it now stands, fully 



satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.C, 



Claims 7-9 



Th Examiner alleges that regarding claims 7-9, Watanabe teaches all the 
stated limitations except for the pluralit/|i]f blebtrically conductive pathways being 
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separate; instead, Watanabe teaches the 
wider/broader pathways that diverge as t fc 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Claim 7 is an independent claim M 



those recited in daim 1. As described above with regard to the Examiner's 

' i 



pathways being formed of 



ranches to a higher level/order. The 



rejection of claim 1 , the teachings of WsMiabe 
at least the Applicants' invention with r^gaid to claim 1 for "terminal node.§ 
coupled at the extremities of a last lev ellfor suoklvlno said power signal to a 



plurality of devices that form at least a P 



independent claim 7 recites similar relelaht features as those recited in claim 1, 



the Applicant respectfully submits that tJid 
teach, suggest or describe at least the Ap 



7. 



Furthermore, the teachings of Olpij 
teach, suggest, or describe the Invention 
claim 1. Neither Olbright, Schneider, norj 
nodes coupled at the extremities of a la 



combine the teachings of Watanabe ar|jl 



.Lebby. Even if there was a motivation or suggestion to combine (which the 



Applicant believes that there is none), tfia 



Lebby, either alone or in any allowable 
gap between the Applicant's invention, 

Therefore, the Applicant submitsj 
satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 

Furthermore, dependent claims l&t 



Combination, fail to bridge the substantial 



@015 



reel 



:es similar relevant features as 



do not teach, suggest or describe 



on A said optoelectronic circuit " As 



teachings of Watanabe also do not 
ilicants' invention with regard to claim 



L 

ght,; Schneider, or Lebby, alone, do not 
xifthiei Applicant, at least with regard to 
Lebbk teach or suggest "terminal 



evelifor supplying said power signal to 



a plurality of devices that form at leas t a portion of said optoelectronic circuit 



The Applicant further submits tha't|lhere!|is no suggestion or motivation to 



he teachings of Olbright, Schneider, or 



teachings of Olbright, Schneider, and 



ig.jjid the teachings of Watanabe. 
jiat clSiim 7 as it now stands, fully 
§|'103!|ind is patentable thereunder, 
nd jj depend directly from claim 7 and 



recite additional features therefor. As silrch ajid for at least the reasons set forth 
herein, the Applicant submits that none. i : these claims are obvious with respect 
to the teachings of Watanabe, Olbright!, |s|chne)d r, and Lebby, alon or in any 
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1 1 

allowable combination. Therefore the Pm 
claims also fully satisfy the requirements! & 
thereunder. 



Conclusion 

Thus the Applicant submits that 
application, are obvious under the provi 
the Applicant believes that all these cla; 
allowance. Accordingly, both reconsid 
passage to issue are earnestly solicitec 

If however, the Examiner believe 
requiring adverse final action in any of 



I 

• 8 



Bl016 



icanlisubmits that all these dependent 
35;l6.S.C. § 103 and are patentable 



that there are any unresolved Issues 
claims now pending n the application, 
it is requested that the Examiner telephjjji jo Jorge Tonv Villabon. Esq. at (732) 



i 

530-9404 x 1 1 31 or Eamon J, Wall. Estt 



arrangements can be made for resolving 
possible. 

Respe 



Eamon J 



r/W< 



Dated: 

CUSTOMER #26,291 
MOSER, PATTERSON & SHERIDAN, 
595 Shrewsbury Avenue, Suite 100 
Shrewsbury, New Jersey 07702 
732-530-9404 - Telephone 
732-530-9808 - Facsimile 



Reg. Noffi,4l : 43 
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[i|is d|35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, 
are presently in condition for 
ton <jf this application and its swift 



It (73^2) 530-9404 so that appropriate 
Such' issues as expeditiously as 



submitted, 



ppAribmey 



MAY 2 0 2003 



